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My name is C. J. Haggerty, secretary-treasurer of the 
California State Federation of Labor. Our organization embraces more 
than 1,300,000 workers in California--workers in virtually all crafts 
and occupationse As such, our interests in the expansion of coverage 
of the Fair Labor Standards Act to millions of now unprotected low- 
paid workers extend to the entire coverage question, rather than to 
any particular aspect of it. 


We are fully aware, of course, of the extensive body of 


information placed before your committee by the AFL-CIO in Washington 


covering the overall question of coverage extension. It is not my 
intent in my testimony to duplicate what the AFL-CIO has already 
presented in great detail. The California labor movement fully 
supports the position of the AFL-CIO. We are pleased that your sub- 
committee has made a decision to come to the West Coast to determine 
for itself how pressing an issue the extension of coverage actually 
is. 

The scope of tse issue, I think, has been fairly adequately 
delineated. Of the 20 million workers now outside the shelter of the 
Fair Labor Standards Act, about half--slightly more than 10 million 
workers-~are employed in intrastate commerce by small business firms 
or as hired hands on small farms of the nation. Despite their need, 
these categories of workers fall outside the legislative scope of 
Congress. This leaves approximately 10 mi2~‘on workers involved in 
interstate enterprises which clearly fall within federal jurisdiction. 


Who are these people? As AFL-CIO President Meany has 


ee 


pointed out, "They are the forgotten men and women in our economy - 
the clerks in the big chain stores, telephone company employees, 
restaurant and hotel workers, and those agricultural and processing 
workers employed by the big corporation farms." 

Many of these workers have neither the protection of the 
law nor a trade union. Simply and frankly stated, they are being 
exploited. Their wages are set at the lowest possible level to which 
their employers can force them. In our opinion, they are entitled, 
by every test of humanitarianism and justice. to the protection of 
the Fair Labor Standards Act. We sincerely hope that when your 
tour is completed that they will no longer be the forgotten men and 
women of our economy. 

The scope of two of the bills before you come close to 


meeting the needs for extension coverage to the 10 million workers 


of which I speak. These bills, of course, are HR 4575 and HR 696, 


which we fullysupporte Although there is some disagreement between 
the Department of Labor and the AFL-CIO in regard to the scope of 
these bills, the differences appear to be minor in nature. Secretary 
Mitchell has testified that they would extend coverage to about nine 
of the ten million falling within the potential scope of the law 
under what we would consider a conservative definition of interstate 
commerce. The AFL-CIO estimates that the bills would broaden coverage 
of the wage and hour law to cover about 9.l; million workers. The 
breakdown, however, is what is important. The largest numbers would 


be in retailing and service (including hotels, laundries and 
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cleaners), where 3.9 million more workers would be protected; 
agriculture, 1.5 million; construction, 1.l; million, and outside 
salesmen, 1.3 million. 

It is our understanding that your committee is primarily 
concerned with receiving testimony from each of the coverage groups 
involved in the extension proposals. Therefore, rather than attempt- 
ing to span areas of coverage which can be better handled by field 


representatives of the labor organizations involved who plan to 


testify before your committee, it is our intent to further restrict 


our testimony to coverage areas least able to bring representatives 
before youe Most significant of the latter groups are the hired 
farm workers who are completely denied the protection of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act. 

I think it should be made clear that we have not come here 
to ask Congress to enact a pay raise for union members. The wage 
standards of union members for the most part are considerably above 
the present $1.00 per hour minimum wage. We are here speaking for 
the unorganized worker who, because he is unorganized, must look to 
Congress for alleviation of his substandard conditions. 

The hired agricultural worker, perhaps more than any segment 
of our working population, is most in need of the Act's protection. 
This is so not only because of his low wages, but also because of the 
failure of virtually the entire body of social legislation of the 
past two decades to reach these victims of callous inaction. 

Minimum wage protection is only part of that social legis- 


lation. Since agricultural workers are not covered under unemployment 


a 
insurance, for example, they have no income to fall back on when they 
are out of a jobe Yet most of them are employed in highly seasonal 
work and are without work a good part of the year. Further, because 
they are exempt from coverage under the National Labor Relations Act, 
they have no bargaining power and are completely at the mercy of their 
employers. All attempts of farm workers to crganize into unions have 
been met with the most violent resistance by organizations of large 
farm employers and other powerful interests, such as the Associated 
Farmers in California. 

What is perhaps most disturbing is the free and easy 
manner in which the so-called agricultural exemption is inserted in 
virtually every piece of social legislation enacted. It is almost 
as if there is something special or sacred about working with the 
soil that gives the farmer a moral right to run roughshod over the 
human rights of less fortunate individuals. In recent years, we 
have heard a considerable amount about "parity" for the farm opera- 
tor. But what about the farm worker? It is high time in this talk 
of parity that consideration be given to the agricultural worker, 
and that steps be taken to elevate him in America to a position of 
"parity" and legal rights and dignity with his fellow workers in 
other trades and industries. The place to start, we believe, is with 
the Fair Labor Standards Act. 


I have with me the latest California Weekly Farm Labor 


Report covering the week ending October 26, 1957. The report is 


issued weekly by the California State Department of Employment and 


contains the wage finding of the Department used by the Bureau of 
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Employment Security in arriving at wages for contract nationals 
imported from Mexico under Public Law 78. The breakdown is by area 
and crop activity showing, in addition to wages, the approximate 
acreage planted, the percent of the crop completed at the time of 
issuance of the report, the peak period of the crop activity, the end 
of the period of crop activity, the number of workers involved in 
the particular activity, and the peak labor requirement for the acti- 
vitye A brief review of the latest report will suffice to demonstrate 
the shockingly low rates which prevail in California agriculture--a 
state, incidentally, in which agricultural wage rates, with few ex- 
ceptions, are the highest in the nation. 

In the gouthern desert area consisting of Imperial and 
the eastern portion of Riverside county, the most common wage rate 
is 70-75¢ an hour. In the south coastal area, which includes Los 
Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, San Diego, Santa Barbara and Ventura 
counties, and the western portion of Riverside county, the rates in 
general are about 5-10¢ higher than the desert area. Only in one 
instance of a crop activity -- hay and alfalfa in Los Angeles -- is 
the most common wage rate above $1.00 per hour. In the central 
coastal area, which includes Alameda, Contra Costa, Monterey, San 
Benito, San Luis Obispo, San Mateo, Santa Clara and Santa Cruz 
counties, the most common wage rate approaches closer the $1.00 
minimum. But in at least half of the activities, the rates are 
less than $1.00, generally between 80¢ and $1.00 per hour. In the 


San Joaquin valley, the most common field activity rate appears to 


be $1.00, although it is not unusual to find rates of 85 and 90 cents 


hes 


per hour. As we move northward, of course, the wage pattern increases, 
and rates under $1.00 become the exception rather than the rule. 
Nevertheless, in each of the northern crop areas, you will find one 

or two crop activities paying less than the present minimum. 

As you know, the plight of the hired farm hand in California 
has been compounded many times by the importation of cheap foreign 
workers to the point of driving the domestic workers from the fields 
and forcing greater and greater dependence upon imported labor. This 
most unhealthy situation can be partially corrected by bringing 


domestic farm workers within the umbrella of wage and hour law protection 


and by more adequate enforcement of Public Law 78 and the international 


agreement under which the exploited Mexican nationals are brought into 
this country. Surely the agricultural worker has every right to expect 
action by Congress to relieve his plight. The failure of Congress 
to do so would leave only one alternative--that of resorting to the 
International Labor Organization seeking an international convention 
on agricultural workers. It would be sad indeed for the great champion 
of democracy to be put in such bad light before dominant underprivileged 
peoples of the world. 

It was just eight years ago that nine children died of 
malnutrition in the farm labor camps of southern California. It 
was just two months agao that the National Association for the Advance- 
ment of Colored People confirmed labor charges regarding the shocking 
conditions of worker exploitation found in labor camps of Yuba and 
Sutter counties. We urge that this committee study the formal 


complaint filed on this matter with the Vice President of the United 
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States by the NAACP. This report showed that in one orchard labor 


camp, for example, occupied solely by Negroes, more than 25 families 


were living in dirt-floor tents; there was one water faucet for all 
purposes and two showers provided for men and women were situated in 

a small sheet iron shed for which there was no sewer outlet; toilets 
consisted of outside affairs set up in a ditch about 25 yards from 

the tents; all families were forced to prepare their food on makeshift 
stoves in the open; refuse and debris in the camp were running over 
the sides of several oil cans provided as receptacles; there were no 
laundry facilities available; a number of persons were still suffering 
from dysentery which had hit the camp the previous weeke 

The plight of the farm workers is indeed a national scandal. 
Once again, if Congress remains indifferent to the fate of our fellow 
Americans in the farm, we are morally obliged to make this a matter 
for international action. 

Tthink it also significant to point out, in regard to the 
extension of wage and hour law protection to agricultural workers, 
that today a large portion of farm workers are employed on large scale 
mechanized farms which do not bear the slightest resemblance to the 
small family farms. These big business farn.s have been aptly described 
as "factories in the fields." Workers in these farms are hired and 
paid in the same manner as factory workers and may be discharged or 
laid off whenever the employer desires. Most of them are engaged in 
work which is not very different from the unskilled jobs in factories 
which are covered by minimum wage legislation. 


In California, specifically, the movement toward large 


3 
scale, corporate type farm operations is generally recognized as 
being the most advanced in the nation. As indicated by the figures 
that follow, taken from the latest official census of California 
agriculture for 195, the bulk of hired farm hands are employed by 
the relatively small proportion of large scale commercial farm enter- 
prisese 


Hired Workers on Commercial Farms 
by Value of Farm Products Sold 


Value of No. of % of Commercial No. of Hired % of Hired 
Products Sold Farms Farms Workers Workers 


All Farms 38,02 100.0% 270,62) 100.0% 
$25,000 and over 1h, 937 39.03% 171,169 63.3% 
$10,000 - $24,999 9,906 26.0% 48,793 18.0% 
$ 5,000 - $ 9,999 6,094 16.0% 25,20 9.3% 
$ 2,500 - $ 4,999 4191 11.0% 165177 6.0% 
$ 1,000 ~ $ 2,99 2,426 6.1% 8,119 3.0% 
$ 250-$ 999 488 1.3% 1,126 0% 
Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Census Bureau, Agricultural 
Census for California, 195. 

It is clear in the above table that the federal government 
does not have to reach down into the small operations to give protection 
to the majority of hired farm workers on commercial farms. Even a 
very conservative definition of an interstate farm operation would 
extend federal jurisdiction and protection i. the majority of hired 
farm workers. By the same token, the so-called administrative burden, 


which is more a sham than anything, is much smaller than many would 


have you believe. 

All this, of course, is not meant to leave you with the 
impression that the smaller commercial farm operators should not be 
required to pay a living minimum wage. On the contrary, we can see 
no reason whatsoever for a double legal or moral standard. What we do 
recognize is that federal jurisdiction should not go all the way, and 
that where federal jurisdiction leaves off, state jurisdiction should 
commence and be exercised. 

This, in essence, summarizes our position with regard to 
the two bills I have mentioned that are before you. They are fair 
bills which realistically approach the federal-state jurisdiction 
question. The issue in wage and hour legislation is not whether 
certain workers should have the protection and others not. We have 
yet to find a man who can morally justify such a position. The issue, 
rather, is a question of exercising jurisdiction, and we sincerely 
believe that Congress will be cognizant of its obligations to the people 


in this respecte 
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